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Douglass; Prof. W. Knitter; Dr. C. Langford; Mr. P. 
Gott; Ms. K. Takacs. 


Call to Order 

In calling the meeting to order at 2:10 p.m., Dr. Whyte, Vice-Chair of 
Senate, advised that Dr. Kenniff, who was attending an important meeting 
of CREPUQ relating to Quebec university funding, would be a few minutes 
late in arriving at the Senate meeting. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED, BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. Whyte advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in "Closed 
Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not members of Senate 


to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSTON 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF". VALASKAH-IS; SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
FEBRUARY 20, 1987, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


It was agreed that Agenda item V - Remarks from the Chair - be postponed 
pending the arrival of Dr. Kenniff. it was also agreed that there be a 
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supplementary Question Period in the event that matters arise which could 
not be addressed in the absence of the Chair. 


Question Period 


It was wondered why, given that the Capital Campaign contributions were 
automatically added to the undergraduate tuition fees, the receipts for such 
contributions were also not, automatically issued. 


In response to tile above, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations 
and Finance, gave assurance that the matter would be looked into 
immediately. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Whyte drew Senate's attention to the Report from the Senate Research 
Committee, (document LIS-87-3-D2), which was being tabled for 
information. Noting that both Dr. Langford, Associate Vice-Rector, 
Academic, (Research) and Chair, Senate Research Committee, and Dr. 
Szabo, Dean, Graduate Studies, were unable to be present at this meeting, 
he suggested and it was a.-reed, that the Report be held over to the next 
Senate meeting when the Chair of the Research Committee could address 
any questions which members might wish to raise with respect to the 
Report. 


Dr. McEvenue, reporting in connection with a recent visit to the University 
of Montreal by the Council of Universities, advised that it was revealed that 
through various reductions, early retirements, etc, that University has 
managed to achieve a zero deficit for the current year, although it did not 
expect to achieve the same thing next year. 


Dr. Whyte presented and addressed at length, the Report on the recent trip 
to the People's Republic of China, (document US-87-3-D7), which was 
being tabled at Senate for information. He advised that the Report contained 
detailed information as to the institutions visited by the Concordia 
delegation, which consisted of himself, Dr. M. Singer, Dr. C. Bertrand and 
Dr. M.N.S. Swamy; the people who met with the delegation; the nature of 
the discussions which were held; and the results that have already been, or 
were expected to be, obtained. He explained that during the trip, formal 
exchange agreements were negotiated with six of the leading universities 
and research institutions in China; that agreements were signed with four of 
these institutions during the trip, i.e., the People's University of China, 
Jiaotong University in Shanghai, Nanjing University, and the Nanjing 
Institute of Technology; that draft agreements with two other major 
institutions were still being discussed, ie., the Microbiology Institute of the 
Chinese Academy of Sciences, and Shanghai's International Studies 
University; and that these discussions were expected to be concluded during 
forthcoming visits by delegations from both of these institutions within the 
next two months. He further advised that, the unparalleled success of the 
University's new institutional approach to cooperation with China, has been 
prepared through intensive work over the last six months by everyone who 


was involved in organizing the Concordia China trip; that their work 
capitalized on many years of painstaking contacts built up by individual 
professors who participated in international conferences or exchange visits 
which were financed largely out of research or faculty resources; that of the 
six agreements in question, the most important and innovative was the 
agreement with the Nanjing Institute of Technology, which sets out a new 
model for joint training of doctoral students that is more beneficial to both 
the Canadian and Chinese partners than traditional methods; that this aspect 
of the agreement has attracted widespread publicity across Canada and 
around the world, and has brought Concordia international attention in the 
area of academic relations with China; and that all parties involved agreed 
that the Concordia link with the Nanjing Institute of Technology should be 
considered as a model programme, and that external funding by government 
agencies would be an essential element for the programme to reach its full 
potential. In addition, he emphasized that the amount of support that the 
joint doctoral programme with N.I.T. has received, not only from the 
authorities and faculty members of N.I.T., but also from the highest 
educational officials of the Chinese Government, unquestionably make this 
the strongest project that Concordia has ever had for obtaining very 
substantial Canadian government funding in the area of international 
development; that it will create increased opportunities for faculty members 
to obtain research and development funds, which, thus far, have been 
largely untapped by the University; that it will intensify the development of 
our Graduate Studies programmes, particularly at the doctoral level, by 
bringing first rate graduate students to Concordia; and that it will provide 
our faculty members with opportunities to engage in teaching and research 
activities at some of China's finest universities and research institutions. He 
also stated that beyond the China initiative, the overall question of 
international activities at Concordia must now be addressed, and that to that 
end, his Office was in the process of launching a University-wide survey to 
determine the degree of involvement of our faculty in international activities 
throughout the world, the results of which would undoubtedly show 
Concordia as being far more heavily committed to international activities 
than could possibly be imagined; and that to coordinate and develop these 
activities, and to obtain the external funding that many of them should now 
be drawing, a decision will have to be taken very soon with respect to the 
supporting organizational framework. 


A round of applause followed an expression of appreciation by Dean 
Appelbaum to Dr. Whyte, Dr. Bertrand, Dr. Singer, and Dr. Swamy, for 
their success in what he described as a laborious and difficult task, and for 
the opportunities which will arise therefrom, and in which everyone would 
undoubtedly be able to partake. 


In response to a question concerning possible plans to develop the 
infrastructure involved in supporting students who, in effect, would be 
moving from one culture to another, Dr. Whyte advised that while there 
were no existing plans at the moment, the University was sensitive to the 
issue of international students and their situation at Concordia; and that it 
was an element which would have to be looked at in the context of the 
question of the overall organization of international. activities at Concordia. 
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Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff, in commenting at length on the Government's spending 
estimates for 1987-88 which were tabled in the National Assembly, advised 
that the budget for the Ministry of Higher Education and Science would be 
increased by 7.9%; that the overall budget envelope included funding for 
universities, student aid, grants to colleges, the internal administrative 
budget of the Ministry, etc.; that the detailed estimate document which he 
had had an opportunity to look at this morning, showed that the envelope of 
grants for universities for the 1987-88 university year, ie., beginning on 
June 1, would be increased by 7.7%; that this meant that there would be no 
compressions in 198788, and that there would be an increase in the overall 
university grant envelope, largely attributable to salary adjustments, the cost 
of funding additional students in the system, and "actions structurantes" 
grants; that while part of what the Minister of Higher Education and Science 
had asked for, ie., no compressions and an appropriate indexation of the 
overall envelope of university grants, has been satisfied, there was no 
mention in the estimates about the Minister's request for an annual increase 
of 82 million dollars over two years; and that the universities would have to 
wait until the first week in May for information with respect to that request, 
when the Minister of Finance was expected to table his budget. He also 
stressed that given our continuing inequitable funding situation vis-a-vis 
other institutions, Concordia was perhaps more interested in the packages 
yet to come, than in what has been announced so far, ie., the main focus of 
Concordia's interest was more in the re-establishment of some equity in the 
funding formula, as well as a realistic and substantial plan for the 
accumulated deficits of institutions like Concordia. Also, reporting on the 
status of the Library projects, he advised that a response to a request by the 
Minister of Higher Education and Science for additional government 
funding, would be forthcoming no later than the middle of April. Finally, 
with respect to the 1986-87 budget rules for calculating revenues, which 
were received two weeks ago, Dr. Kenniff advised that the initial 
indications were that contrary to what we had been told by the Ministry at 
the beginning of the year vis-a-vis available resources, the rules have been 
changed somewhat and it now appeared that there would be a shortfall on 
the revenue side, of approximately five hundred thousand dollars; that this 
was due in part to the approach still used by the Ministry, which resulted in 
an under-estimation of the number of students which Concordia actually 
took in last September; that this revenue shortfall would be made up the 
following year; and that it has been reported to the Finance Committee of the 
Board of Governors that the deficit will probably be higher than initially 
forecast, largely due to shortfalls in revenue that were totally unpredictable. 


Dr. Kenniff also advised that a letter, signed by the Rectors of' the four 
Montreal universities and the Directors of Ecole des Hautes Etudes 
Commerciales and Ecole polytechnique, has been sent to the Prime Minister 
of Canada in support of efforts to attract the Canadian Space Agency to this 
city; and that they have associated themselves with the Montreal Board of 
Trade and the Chambre de Commerce in their efforts to bring pressure to 
bear on the Federal Government. 
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On the same topic, Mr. Desharnais advised that a letter has also been sent to 
the Prime Minister on behalf of university and CEGEP students, outlining 
the major points and requesting that the Space Agency be located Montreal. 


Question Period 


In response to a question as to whether students who were now registering, 
would find additional fees added to their accounts when they return in 
September, Dr. Kenniff advised that at this particular point in time, insofar 
as he was aware, there were no additional fees on the horizon, which would 
be imposed on students between now and next September. He also pointed 
out that the Board of Governors has already -voted an increase of $.85 per 
credit to the undergraduate Student Services Fee; and that assurances have 
been given that tuition fees would remain frozen for as long as the present 
Government was in its current mandate. 


In responding to a request for assurances from the Chair that the 
administration was not contemplating, in the near term, another Pension 
Fund contribution holiday, Dr. Kenniff stated that the Chair could offer no 
other assurances than the fact that the budget that has been tabled so far, but 
which has not yet been passed by the Board of Governors, contained 
absolutely nothing to that effect; that he had given assurances last year that, 
the measure that, was put forward was a one-time affair, ie., it was not a 
recurring decision; that to his knowledge, such a decision would ultimately 
be based upon the financial position of the University, and upon the state of 
the Pension Fund as it would be assessed by the Benefits Committee; that 
while he could give assurances that at the present time, there were 
absolutely no plans to take another contribution holiday, he would hesitate 
to pour the University administration into a cement mold, when we did not 
really know what the exact financial position of the University was going to 
be; that the intention was to submit the budget to the Board of Governors at 
its April 1987 meeting, and at that point in time, all other things being equal, 
there would be no proposal concerning the Pension Fund contribution; and 
that afterwards, if we were in a crisis situation, we would have to wait and 
see what will happen. 


Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, advised that a 
one million dollar shortfall in the 1986-87 budget, has resulted from a shift 
in enrolment from foreign to Canadian students, notwithstanding the fact 
that the overall enrolment has remained constant. He also advised that given 
that the 1986-87 revenues have an impact on the 1987-88 revenue, he might 
not be able to discuss the 1987-88 budget at the April meeting of the Board 
of Governors, ie., more time might be needed in order to refine the 1987-88 
revenue figures before the budget is adopted; and that, at least in his own 
mind, no consideration was being given at the moment, to a Pension Fund 
contribution holiday, or any such measure. 


In response to questions concerning the recent vandalism in the Vanier 
Library and the destruction of the replica of the Statue of David, Dr. 
Giguere, Vice-Rector, Services, informed Senate that he had issued 
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instructions to Physical Plant to look into the question of electronic security 
measures, and to purchase and install the most appropriate available. Senate 
was also informed that investigations which have been made with respect to 
the statue, have revealed that no records relating to its origin have been kept; 
that it. had been given to the University as a gift; that there were no known 
existing molds; and that it would riot be possible to replace the replica. 


Resolution Concerning Change in Name of Department of 
Electrical-Engineering 


Prof. Hamblin presented the proposal concerning the change in name of the 
Department. of Electrical Engineering to the Department of Electrical and 
Computer Engineering, (document US-87-3-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN NAME OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL AND COMPUTER ENGINEERING, 
(DOCUMENT US-87-3-D3), BE APPRO'VED AND RECOMMENDED 
TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL, TO TAKE 
EFFECT I JUNE 1987. 


It was stated that while the Computer Science Department realized that it 
was important for the Electrical Engineering Department to change its name 
to reflect the computer engineering profile, the Department nonetheless had 
profound concerns that the name change could lead to new orientations 
which would not be beneficial to the Computer Science Department, 
particularly in areas of joint interest, where expertise has been well 
established in the Computer Science Department. The feeling was also 
expressed that it was unfortunate that a joint computer engineering profile 
had not been previously established between the two Departments at 
Concordia, as was presently being developed at Laval University. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Restructuring of the Centre for Mature Students 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the Draft Resolutions Regarding the 
Centre for Mature Students, (document US-87-3-D4); the supporting 
Proposal Regarding the Centre for Mature Students, (document 
US87-3-D4.1); the Report of the College Evaluation Committee on the 
Centre for Mature Students, (document US-87-3-D4.2); and the original 
Senate resolution on the establishment of the Centre for Mature Students, 
(document US-87-3-D4.3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL 
REGARDING THE CENTRE FOR MATURE STUDENTS, 
(DOCUMENT US-87-3-D4). 


With respect to the restructuring of the Centre for Mature Students, Dr. 
Whyte explained the history and rationale of the proposal, which, in effect, 
was to expand the Centre into a University-wide operation and to broaden 
its mandate to include all returning students. 


Dr. Whyte advised that it had been brought to his attention that there might 
be some difficulty with the paragraph in section 3.C ii), page 3, document 
US-87-3D4.1, concerning the responsibilities of the Resident Fellows; and 
he proposed, and it was agreed, that the paragraph be changed to read - 


THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE RESIDENT FELLOWS 
WOULD BE WORKED OUT FOLLOWING CONSULTATIONS 
WITH THE FACULTIES. 


The ensuing discussion centered on the phrase "returning students" in item 
2., document US-87-3-D4, which , it was felt, should be clarified in the 
document in order to remove any possible ambiguity with respect to its 
interpretation in the future; the basis of the proportional Faculty 
representation of Resident Fellows as listed in item 3.C.11), pages 2 and 3, 
document US-87-3-D4.1; the question of consultation with Faculty Deans 
vis-a-vis the appointment of Resident Fellows, under item 3.C.1), page 2, 
document US-87-3-D4.1, and consultation with the Faculties with respect 
to appointments to the initial Advisory Search Committee, referred to in item 
4., page 2, document US-87-3-D4.1; and possible overlap between the 
activities of the Office of the Dean of Students and the Mandate of the 
Centre for Mature Students. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the following proposed modifications 
be incorporated into the main motion: 


- that a note be added to document US-87-3-D4 to qualify the 
meaning of the phrase "returning students" in item 2; 


- that item 3.C.i), page 2, document US-87-3-D4.1, be changed to 
read - "APPOINTED BY THE VICERECTOR, ACADEMIC 
UPON RECOMMENDATION OF THE APPROPRIATE DEAN 
AFTER CONSULTATION WITH THE DIRECTOR." 


- that item 3.C,11), page 3, document US-87-3-D4.1 be changed to 
read - THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE RESIDENT FELLOWS 
WILL BE DETERMINED FOLLOWING CONSULTATIONS 
WITH THE FACULTIES." 


It was also suggested that consideration should be given to including 
recruitment and orientation as part of the responsibilities of the Resident 
Fellows, as yet to be defined under item 3.C.ii), page 3, document 
US87-3-D,1.1. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 
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Report Concerning Departmental Trusteeship 


Dr. Whyte, in presenting and explaining his Report on the Question of 
Departmental Trusteeship, (document US87-3-D5), and the appended 
proposed Regulation Concerning Exceptional Measures for Suspending the 
Normal Operating Procedures of an Academic Department, emphasized 
elements which he considered important as a basis for the proposed 
Regulation, including the distinction between departmental trusteeship and 
the appointment of an acting chair, and the fact that responsibility for sound 
management of the University was ultimately visited in the Board of 
Governors. He also expressed the feeling that if regulations were to be 
adopted with respect to this matter, the term "trusteeship", which had an 
extremely negative image in the outside community and frequently implied 
financial mismanagement, should not be used. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY MR. 

ROBERTSON, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSED REGULATION 
CONCERNING EXCEPTIONAL MEASURES FOR SUSPENDING THE 
NORMAL OPERATING PROCEDURES OF AN ACADEMIC 
DEPARTMENT, (DOCUMENT US-87-3-DS5). 


During discussion, it was suggested that Article 7.1. of the proposed 
Regulation, should contain provision for a recommendation from the Dean, 
as was the case with respect to the initial appointment of a Department 
Administrator under Article 5. 


In response, it was suggested that the above concern was covered by the 
fact that technically, Article 7.1 implies a re-application of Article 2 , which 
involves a recommendation from the Dean to the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


An expression of appreciation was extended to Dr. Whyte for his Report, 
which, it was stated, contained much that was to be praised. At the same 
time, however, it was argued that. the situation of a trusteeship was 
extraordinary not only in that it was not the normal way in which a 
department functions, but also that a trusteeship was liable to tilt in the 
direction of administrative concerns, rather than towards academic or faculty 
concerns; that given that it was recognized in the document that trusteeship 
usually involves important academic values, there should be provision for 
faculty representations at the departmental and Faculty Council levels 
vis-a-vis the institution of trusteeship; that if it is admitted that academic 
concerns are represented in any question of trusteeship, the academic 
personnel, and perhaps even the students, should be involved or at least 
consulted; that a majority of the departmental faculty, with or without its 
student representatives, should be able to initiate a motion towards 
trusteeship; and that Senate's role should be more than just advisory or 
consultative, and should involve a vote and recommendation to the Board of 
Governors, ie., Senate should not simply be reported to by the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, but rather, it should be involved in the decision-making process. 


It. was argued that the document presented by Dr. Whyte, stresses the 
extraordinary circumstances under which a departmental administrator might 
have to be appointed; that those abnormal circumstances would normally 
result from a radical breakdown of collegiality within a department, making 
it inadvisable to rely on the normal processes of collegiality, in order to sort 
out questions as to the circumstances and the type of administration 
required, with respect to the department; that while the involvement of 
Senate, Faculty Councils, departmental committees, votes and 
recommendations from these bodies, etc., all assume a normal collegiality 
as the existing situation, the document now before Senate, assumes that we 
would be working under quite extraordinary conditions, and the freedom of 
the Board of Governors and line administrators to respond to that situation, 
should be kept in view; and that on the one hand, the document ensures that 
the Deans and the Vice-Rector are responsible for the results of the 
imposition of an administrator in a department, and on the other hand, it 
allows them the freedom seriously to exercise their mandate to ensure the 
proper governance of the department, and to ensure the academic rights and 
freedoms of the individuals in it. 


It was further stated that the academic process was the product, of what. 
comes from the departments and that the administrative activity was the 
process that drives the academic product; and that there were emergency 
situations that did not allow administrators sufficient time to go through the 
complete consultative process, ie., there were situations which required that 
decisions be taken immediately, because a department could not function by 
itself at that particular point in time. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that Concordia was an academic 
institution and that a situation requiring the suspension of the normal 
operating procedures of a department should not be regarded exclusively as 
a management concern; that part of the abnormality of trusteeship was that 
one of the interested parties, ie., the administration, has everything 
weighted in its favor; that the normal operation of a department should flow 
from the concerns and values of its members, and especially the faculty 
members; that under trusteeship, the faculty members of a department 
cannot represent themselves when it is up to the administration to decide that 
it will surrender its arbitrary prerogative; and that there must be serious 
advice, consultation, and even decision, on the part of Faculty bodies, to the 
extent that it can be shown that academic concerns are involved. 


It was suggested that in keeping with the third element listed on page 1, 
document US-87-3-D5, with respect the availability of information on 
progress being made towards restoring normal operating procedures, there 
should be a provision in Article 1 of the proposed Regulation for informing 
the departmental members, both faculty and students, of the Dean's 
recommendation to the Vice-Rector, Academic, concerning the suspension 
of the normal application of regulations and procedures; and that in addition 
to faculty members, departmental staff and student representatives should 
also be informed of the decision under Article 4. 


It was suggested that before being adopted, the document should be referred 
for legal opinion. It was also argued that the number of statements contained 
in the document made it extremely difficult to reconcile one sentence with 
the next; that Article 1 gives tremendous powers to the Dean, particularly the 
first sentence, which, in fact, describes what goes on constantly within 
departments; that there was a problem in that such specific statements 
would, in effect, strengthen the hands of the Dean and Vice-Rector, 
Academic, and create enormous difficulties; and that the University would 
be going beyond itself in adopting regulations which were as detailed as 
those proposed in document VS-87-3-D5. 


It was stated that many of the specific recommendations, criticisms, and 
remarks, which have been made vis-a-vis the regulations being proposed in 
document US-87-3-D5, were based upon a certain degree of suspicion and 
fear with respect to the power of Deans. However, it was argued that the 
Deans have more power now than they would have if the document was 
passed, because of the restraints which would be imposed by tile proposed 
Regulation; and that any move towards democratization with respect to a 
regulation concerning departmental administrators, would have as its 
ultimate effect, the undermining of the ability of the Deans to perform the 
role which they have been mandated to do, and would result in denaturing 
the system of governance of the University. 


It was suggested that the statement that "...the Vice-Rector may suspend the 
normal application of all or some University regulations and procedures..." 
in Article 2, should include more specifics; that the Article might well have 
contractual and legal implications for faculty and students; that it should be 
vetted by legal counsel; and that under Article 1, in addition to informing 
faculty and student members of the Department of the Dean's 
recommendation to the Vice-Rector, Academic, the President of CUFA 
should be informed as well. 


It was stated that it was commendable that the document now before Senate 
makes explicit the policy to be followed, in what would be, even in the best 
of times, a very difficult situation; that while one might quibble about 
particular statements, what was important was that it. be clear to everyone 
involved as to how we were going to proceed; and that it was a tightly 
reasoned and well-written document. 


Dr. Whyte agreed with a previous comment that there should be some legal 
consideration of such a regulation before it is adopted by the Board of 
Governors, and that indeed there might be some hidden difficulties with 
respect. to the proposed Regulation, in terms of its application. He also 
emphasized that the effect of this Regulation cannot be to affect in any way 
the application of the Collective Agreement, ie., the proposed Regulation 
would in no way affect the rights of faculty members or procedures which 
are set out in the Collective Agreement. 


With respect to changes which had been suggested up to this point in the 
discussion, the mover and seconder agreed that the following be 
incorporated into the main motion: 


- that "THE DEAN, SHALL INFORM THE MEMBERS OF THE 
RECOMMENDATION", be added at the end of Article 


- and that Article 4 be, changed to read - "The Vice-Rector, 
Academic shall write to ALL FULLTIME AND PART-TIME 
FACULTY, STAFF, AND STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES of 
the Department informing them..." 


Continuing discussion centred on the question as to whether there should be 
a provision in Article 7. for recommendations from, or consultations with, 
the Dean and others concerned, including the departmental administrator, 
students, etc. 


The mover and seconder of the main motion agreed that line 3, Article 7., be 
changed to read "... The Vice-Rector, Academic, AFTER 
CONSULTATION WITH THE DEAN AND ANY OTHER INTERESTED 
PARTIES, shall report to Senate..." 


It was suggested that there should be a provision in Article 1 which, in 
addition to the Dean, would allow a majority of departmental faculty 
members also to recommend to the Vice-Rector, Academic, that the 
department be placed under trusteeship. It was explained that this would 
cover instances where there was a difference of opinion between the Dean 
and a majority of the faculty members in a department, and the matter would 
then be adjudicated by the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


It was argued that one of the key issues with respect to the proposed 
Regulation, was the question of initiation of the action; that the document 
attempted to spell out the situations under which the Dean could take that. 
action, but that the situations which have been specified in the document, 
were so commonplace, that the Dean, in effect, would have the power to 
recommend trusteeship at any time; that consequently, what was needed 
was a provision that would restrain the Dean from initiating that action; and 
that the above suggestion would compel the Dean to achieve some degree of 
collusion before taking action. 


It was argued that trusteeships were normally imposed under very unusual 
and different circumstances, which usually occur with great urgency; that 
the proposed Regulation defines much more clearly, the circumstances and 
procedures for putting trusteeship into motion, than whatever system 
presently exists; and that up to the present, nothing has existed which 
clearly defines a departmental trustee or administrator, and the document 
now before Senate goes a long way towards doing that. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RYAN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. FOSTER, THAT THE FIRST LINE IN ARTICLE 1., BE 
CHANGED TO READ - "... WHEN THE DEAN OF A FACULTY, ORA 
MAJORITY OF THE DEPARTMENTAL FACULTY, HAVE REASON 
TO..." 
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-THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED. 


In response to a suggestion that the faculty members on the Advisory 
Committee referred to in Article 6.4, should be elected rather than being 
named by the Administrator, it was argued that while it might be possible in 
a particular situation to get the faculty of a department together to elect 
members to the Advisory Committee, there could, in fact, be other 
situations where it would not be possible to do so; and that if the 
administrator is bound by such a procedure, we could find ourselves in a 
great deal of trouble. it was also argued that procedures such as those being 
suggested, might well lead to the undermining of any chances to survive, 
which the department in trouble might have. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. (28 in favor; 0 opposed; 1 abstention). 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
p.m., Friday, 8 May 1987, in Room AD-131, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


